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Recognition  of  the  importance  of  joint  operations  was  a  fundamental 
lesson  learned  by  our  military  forces  in  World  War  II  and  in  subsequent 
conflicts  in  Korea  and  Vietnam.  Uifortunately,  problems  still  arise 
between  the  Services  because  of  conflicting  doctrine,  differing  priori¬ 
ties,  and  lack  of  knowledge.  Such  problems  exist  between  the  U.S.  Army 
and  the  U.S.  Air  Force's  Air  Weather  Service.  Both  have  a  mission  in 
defense  of  this  nation.  To  succeed,  ead)  depends  upon  the  other. 

The  Ariry  is  creating  a  ground  force  that  is  properly  structured, 
manned,  trained,  and  equipped.  With  respect  to  weather  intelligence,  it 
accepts  gratefully  whatever  support  the  Air  Force  can  (or  is  willing  to) 
provide.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Air  Force,  through  its  Air  Weather 
Service  (AWS)/  tries  hard  to  get  its  advice  to  the  right  peojde  in  a 
timely  fashion.  AWS  has  improved  its  planning  and  readiness  for  wartime 
support  of  the  Army.  Yet,  the  lack  of  progress  in  fulfilling  their 
joint  responsibilities  demands  attention. 

My  concern  for  the  quality  of  weather  support  being  given  to  the 
Army  and  the  Arny's  capability  to  exploit  the  decision  assistance 
offered  ty  Air  Weather  Service  prompted  me  to  give  some  thoud^t  to  these 
problems.  As  a  result,  in  this  article  I  will  investigate  the  histori¬ 
cal  basis  for  Air  Force  weather  support  of  the  Army,  address  some  of  the 
major  prdslems  attendant  to  that  support,  and  offer  some  soluticms  that 
may  contribute  to  the  tynergistic  relationship  of  the  two  organisations. 


History  is  r^ete  with  examples  citing  the  effects  of  meteorologi¬ 
cal  oxiditions  on  warfare  and  the  importance  of  weather  service  to 
military  qperations.  From  Hannibal's  Carthaginian  force's  threat  to 
Rome  in  217  B.C.  to  the  aborted  UJ5.  hostage  rescue  att«npt  in  Iran  in 
1980,  weather  has  been  a  major  factor  in  the  outcome  of  military  opera¬ 
tions. 

Certainly,  one  of  the  most  famous  weather  forecasts  ever  issued  was 
for  Overlord,  the  Allied  cross-chamel  invasim  of  France  on  June  6, 
1944.  Proper  combinations  of  dayli^t,  darkness,  and  weather  parameters 
were  critical  to  a  successful  operation.  There  could  be  no  high  winds 
that  could  produce  heavy  seas  which  could  impede  landing  craft.  Land¬ 
ings  had  to  be  made  at  low  tide.  Allied  aircrews  wanted  clear  skies 
while  paratroopers  wanted  cloudy  skies  to  protect  them  from  German 
aircraft.  The  Allies  needed  at  least  three  de^s  of  favorable  weather  to 
complete  the  buildup  and  establish  critical  over-the-shore  supply  lines. 
General  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower,  Supreme  Allied  Commander,  tentatively 
chose  June  5th  as  the  invasion  date  but  noted  that  "...  the  selection 
of  the  actual  ds^  would  depend  upon  weather  forecasts.*^ 

General  Eisenhower's  chief  meteorologist,  James  M.  Stagg,  headed  a 
team  of  D.S.  and  British  weathermen  charged  with  determining  the 
expected  weather  conditions  for  ttra  Normandy  invasion.  Stagg  related 
that  on  2  June  "...  I  was  expected  to  present  General  Eisenhower  an 
'agreed'  forecast  for  the  next  five  days  which  cx)vered  the  time  of 
launching  of  the  greatest  military  operation  ever  mounted  .  .  .  ."^  By 
early  morning  on  the  4th,  it  was  obvious  that  the  weather  irauld  not  be 
good  enough,  so  Eisenhower  postponed  the  invasion  for  one  day.  On  the 
following  day,  Stagg  forecast  relatively  good  weather  for  the  6th.  The 
signal  was  given  to  proceed.  The  O-Oay  invasion  was  on. 
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Conunenting  on  the  potential  setback  that  poor  weather  conditions 

would  have  on  the  morale  and  effectiveness  of  the  more  than  2,000,800 

mai  assembled  for  the  Normanc^  invasion.  General  Eisenhower  noted  that, 

Snne  soldier  once  said.  The  weather  is  always  neutral.' 

Nothing  could  be  more  untrue.  Bad  weather  is  obviously  the 
enemy  of  the  side  that  seeks  to  launch  projects  requiring  good 
weather,  or  of  the  side  possessing  great  assets  su(^  as  strong 
air  forces,  which  depend  upon  good  weather  for  effective 
operations.^ 

Later  in  World  War  II,  weather  again  affected  Allied  operations. 
Recalling  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge,  General  Eisenhower  stated,  "As  l(xig 
as  the  weather  kept  our  planes  on  the  ground  it  would  be  an  ally  of  the 
enemy  worth  mary  additional  divisions.*^ 

Weather  also  warranted  close  scrutiny  by  commanders  during  cam¬ 
paigns  in  Vietnam.  General  Creightc^  W.  Abrams,  Commander  of  D.S. 
forces  in  South  Vietnam,  wrote  in  late  1968, 


Never  in  the  history  of  warfare  have  weather  decisions  played 
such  an  important  role  in  operational  planning  as  they  have 
here  in  Southeast  Asia;  Khe  Sanh,  the  A  Shau  Valley,  and  Kham 
Due  are  only  a  few  of  the  many  areas  where  weather  has  been  a 


In  the  A  S3iau  Vall^  operati<m  the  airmobile  concept  was  tested 
under  the  worst  possible  weather  ooiditions.  Helicopter  crews  of  the 
1st  Cavalry  Divisirm  found  th^  could  operate  in  and  around  occasional 
heavy  rain  showers  far  better  than  th^  could  in  extremely  low  ceilings 
and  fog.  Although  weather  had  been  the  key  planning  factor  on  the 
timing  of  this  operatic,  the  lesson  learned  was  that  me  must  be  very 
careful  to  pick  the  proper  weather  indices  in  selecting  an  apprepriate 
time  for  an  airmobile  operation.^ 

If  a  commander  is  to  make  well-rea8(»)ed  decisions,  it  is  imperative 
that  he  have  timely  and  complete  intelligoice  about  the  situation. 
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Weather  intelligence  is  a  part  of  ocnbat  intelligence.  Weather  effects 
on  operations,  as  General  Abrams  pointed  out,  is  a  primary  factor  in 
{d.anning.  Weather,  climate,  and  terrain  are  so  interrelated  that  th^ 
must  be  considered  together  when  planning  air  and  ground  operations. 
Weather  elements  are  capable  of  drastically  altering  terrain  features 
and  trafficability.  Conversely,  terrain  influences  the  local  weather 
patterns.  Qose  coordination  between  the  staff  intelligence  officer. 
Staff  Weather  Officer  (SWO),  and  staff  engineer  is  a  must  to  develop 
sound  advice  in  the  operational  decision-making  process. 

The  military  organization  respcxisible  for  advising  Army  commanders 
of  current  and  forecast  weather  parameters  is  the  D.S.  Air  Force's  Air 
Weather  Service.  This  shared  capability  results  from  agreements  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  separation  of  the  Air  Force  from  the  Army.  Following 
enactment  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947,  Generals  Eisenhower  and 
Spaatz  directed  their  staffs  to  prepare  jointly  a  series  of  agreements 
outlining  the  roles  and  missitms  ci.  the  Any  and  Air  Force.  One  of  the 
over  200  agreements  reached  made  the  Air  Force  responsible  for  the 
provision  of  meteorological  service  to  the  Any,  except  Any  meteor¬ 
ological  ballistics  data  which  will  remain  in  the  Any.*^ 

Air  Force  Regulation  23-31  furtter  spells  out  the  AWS  mission, 
telling  AWS  to  provide  or  arrange  for  staff  and  operational 
weather  service  to  Air  Force  and  Any  units  as  well  as  coordinate  Air 
Force,  Any,  and  unified  or  specified  command  operational  environmental 
matters  with  other  Government  agencies.^ 

These  weather  services  include: 

Those  scientific,  technical,  and  advisory  functions  required 
to  acquire,  produce,  and  provide  information  on  the  past, 
present,  a^  future  state  of  the  aerospace  environment  for  use 
ty  military  decision  makers.  These  functions  include  weather 
observations,  forecasts,  space  environment  observations  and 


forecasts,  dinatologic^  studies,  weather  modification,  and 
weather  reconnaissance. 

Weather  support  of  this  nature  results  from  resources  provided  by 
the  Arn^  and  Air  Force.  Both  services  have  responsibilities  in  the 
mutually  supportive  effort  to  provide  and  exploit  weather  su^iport. 

These  responsibilities  are  outlined  in  a  joint  regulation,  Army  Regula¬ 
tion  (AR)  115-10/Air  Force  Regulation  (AFR)  105-3,  Meteorological 
Support  for  the  D.S.  Army.  Commonly  referred  to  as  ?Ihe  Joint  Reg"  in 
AWS  circles,  AR  115-10/AFR  105^3  applies  to  active  Army  and  Reserve 
Component  users  of  weather  support  and  Air  Force  units  providing 
weather-related  support  to  the  Army.^^  It  specifies  the  policies, 
concepts,  and  methods  used  to  satisfy  Arny  weather  support  requirements 
and  sets  Army  and  Air  Force  responsibilities  for  communications  and 
logistics  necessary  to  conduct  weather  service  operations. 

The  two  Services  have  agreed  that  Major  Army  Commands  (MAOOMS) , 
echelons  above  corps,  and  tactical  units  require  weather  support.  A 
supporting  Air  Force  weather  unit  will  be  assigned  to  all  corps,  divi¬ 
sions,  and  separate  brigades,  regiments,  and  groups  when  requested  in 
peacetime  or  stated  in  operati<xis  plans  in  wartime.^^  The  Air  Force 
will  determine  the  composition  and  size  of  the  siqjporting  weather  unit 
based  on  the  m^iport  needed.  Further,  the  Army  has  agreed  to  reflect 
the  associated  tactical  equipment  and  Common  Table  of  Allowanoes  (dh) 
items  furnished  by  the  Army  for  use  by  the  weather  unit  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  Tables  of  Organization  and  Equipment  (TOE). 

With  all  of  the  agreements  and  regulations  defining  the  respcxt- 
sibilities  of  the  Arny  and  Air  Force  relative  to  weather  8U{iport,  one 
may  wonder  wty  I  am  still  concerned  about  the  quality  and  e)qd.oitation 
of  weather  services.  I'm  disappointed  because  neither  party  is 
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adequately  fulfilling  its  dsligaticms  under  the  joint  agreements  and 
regulations.  Neither  party  is  sufficiently  satisfied  with  the  su^iport 
of  the  other.  Jointly  they  have  not  attained  the  cooperation  necessary 
to  develop  the  force  multiplier  potential  of  weather  support  to  oonbat 
operations.  Age-old  Army  problems  of  poor  communicatiois  and  inadequate 
equipment  to  support  AWS  are  no  closer  to  resolution  today  than  they 
were  10,  or  even  20,  years  aga  MiS  institutionally  has  not  committed 
the  resources,  technology,  or  leadership  to  tailor  weather  support  to 
the  Army's  needs;  it  hasn't  been  able  to  consistently  articulate 
credible  weather  decision  assistance  to  operational  commanders,  employ¬ 
ing  a  wide  range  of  weapon  ^sterns  affected  by  weather. 

AWS  lacks  an  understanding  and  a  depth  of  knowledge  about  Amy 
operations.  It  has  never  fully  learned  how  the  Arny  thinks  or  does 
business.  Historically,  AWS  has  had  difficulty  defining  what's  impor¬ 
tant  to  Arny  operaticxis.  One  weatherman,  Colonel  Keith  R.  Grimes,  moe 
summed  it  up,  saying. 

We  have  never  welded  our  support  to  say,  'Okay,  these  are  the 
things  we  can  provide  you.  ^se  are  the  ways  your  operations 
are  impacted  and  these  are  the  ways  we  can  reduce  the  impacts.' 
You've  got  to  really  understand  the  role,  say,  of  a  mechanized 
infantry  brigade  and  their  oranbat  tactics,  before  you  can 
figure  out  what  it  is  meteorologically  that  influences  th^ 
one  way  or  another,  and  how  this  can  be  reduced  for  them.^^ 

The  AWS  people  who  served  the  Arny  in  Vietnam  were  not,  in  most 

cases,  trained  or  e;q»rienoed  in  Army  (^rations.  Maiy  who  were 

assigned  to  Arny  support  were  unwilling  to  dedicate  themselves  totally 

to  learning  the  ways  of  the  Army.  Facing  only  a  one-year  tour  of  duty, 

many  '^nit  in  their  time"  until  they  could  return  home  to  the  mainstream 

of  Air  Force  life. 

Little  has  changed  today.  Personnel  assignment  policies  protect" 
the  weatherman  from  having  two  non-volunteer  tours  with  the  Arny.  Even 
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more  frustrating  to  those  who  prefer  and  pursue  Atiby  support  assignments 
is  a  perceived  loss  of  {promotion  potential.  A  stu^  of  the  validity  of 
this  perception  is  b^nd  the  scope  of  this  paper.  However,  several  of 
those  who  have  had  a  succession  of  Amy  support  assignm^ts  have  found 
it  difficult  to  compete  for  top  jobs  in  M7S.  For  exainEd.e,  few  of  the 
key  officers  in  AWS  today  have  experience  in  direct  si^jport  to  Arny 
operations.  Further,  AHS  commanders  over  the  past  20  years  have  not 
served  with  Army  tactical  units. 

Here  lies  another  problem.  Ihe  Air  Force-oriented  leadership  of 
JWS  has  had  difficulty  allocating  resources  and  technical  capability  to 
reduce  the  impact  of  weather  on  Arny  operations.  Career  progression  and 
personal  preference  has  often  determined  assignments  rather  than  who  has 
the  experience  and  desire  to  provide  optimum  weather  service. 

Although  AWS  has  {xovided  the  Any  its  fair  share  of  si^jport,  using 
the  latest  scientific  know-how  as  that  called  to  Air  Force  operations, 
the  people  in  AWS  who  best  understand  the  Arny  are  not  in  the  position 
to  influence  decisions  or  policy.  Consequently,  as  former  AWS 
Commander,  Brigadier  General  Berry  W.  Rowe,  once  pointed  out,  ”We 
probably  have  been  a  victim  of  Air  Force  solutions  to  Any  problems.”^^ 

For  examE^e,  in  most  cases  new  equipment  is  funded  and  developed  to 
satisfy  fi]«d-base  airfield  requiremoits  oi  the  Air  Force.  Even  mobile 
weather  radar  or  satellite  tracking  vans  were  designed  to  be  transported 
to  a  theater  of  operations  and  operated  in  support  of  Air  Force 
activities  at  fixed  facilities.  Althou^  mobile,  they  certainly  aren't 
tactical  in  the  sense  of  being  able  to  move  rapidly  over  unimpcoved 
roads.  They  are  not  designed  to  "jurnp^  with  the  Division  Tactical 
Operations  Center,  and  thus  could  never  be  employed  in  that  role.  Ary 
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support  the  Arnty  would  get  from  such  equipment  is  only  as  a  ^in-off 
(trickle  down  in  today's  vernacular)  from  its  use  by  the  Air  Force  in 
that  theater. 

Another  example  o£  Air  Force  solutions  being  adapted  to  Army  pro¬ 
blems  is  the  development  of  AWS'  Automated  Weather  Dietributi(xi  System 
(AWD6).  The  long  over-due  program  to  modernize  the  Base  Weather  Sta- 
tion,  AWDS  is  a  system  of  micro-computers  and  digitad  display  termineds 
eventually  coupled  with  automatic  weather  elem^t  sensing  devices  to 
produce  automated  observations.  Costing  well  over  $100  million,  AWDS 
will  be  installed  at  about  150  Air  Force  and  Army  installations  at  CONUS 
and  overseas  locations.  It  will  eliminate  teletypes,  speed  the  flow  of 
weather  data  bo  curators,  and  give  local  forecasters  a  compute  capabil¬ 
ity  to  exploit  the  latest  mathanatical  and  physiced  models  of  the  atmos¬ 
phere.  Forecast  reliability  is  expected  to  improve. 

The  Air  Force  is  buying  20  of  these  systems  for  use  in  tactical 
operations.  Eight  are  allocated  for  Army  use  at  Corps  level.  They  are 
expected  to  interface  with  the  Army's  All-Source  (Intelligence)  Analysis 
Center  where  the  effects  of  weather  will  be  married  with  other  intelli¬ 
gence  informati<xi  to  assist  decision-makers. 

Although  costly,  such  a  modernization  has  great  potential.  With 
respect  to  Army  field  operaticns,  however,  one  flaw  remains.  The  20 
tactical  sets  were  added  to  the  program  at  the  insistence  of  the  Air 
Staff.  Air  Weather  Service  arbitrarily  selected  ei^t  for  Army  support 
without  discussions  with  the  Any  about  its  future  requirements.  The 
tactical  AWDS  is  designed  as  a  van-enclosed,  ruggedized  version  of  the 
fixed  equipment.  The  specifications  were  written  and  a^ipvoved  before  a 
concept  of  operations  was  finalized  and  without  regard  for  the  weather 
requirements  of  the  Any. 


Concepts  have  not  been  developed  on  how  critical  weather  data  and 
forecasts  will  be  made  available  to  division  commanders  and  below  during 
the  AWD6  era.  It  appears  that  AWS  is  throwing  money  at  some  old  prob¬ 
lems  but  has  neither  the  experience  nor  the  leadership  to  effectively 
implement  solutions  that  will  improve  support  to  one  of  its  primary 
cuet(xners»  the  U.S.  Army.  Once  again,  what  suits  the  needs  of  the  Air 
Force  is  expected  to  suit  the  needs  of  the  Army. 

But,  the  Army  isn't  pure  in  this  weather  support  dilemma  either. 

It  is  equally  inept  at  understanding  how  to  best  use  weather  service. 

It  has  not  satisfactorily  exploited  AWS'  capabilities. 

Fart  of  the  problem  results  from  indecision,  and  perhaps  confusion, 
<»i  the  part  of  the  leadership  of  the  Army,  regarding  weather  require¬ 
ments  in  a  combat  environment.  Scxne  Army  general  officers  have  ques¬ 
tioned  the  need  for  weather  support  to  mechanized  or  armored  divisions; 
others  doubt  the  desirability  of  providing  weather  observing  support 
down  to  maneuver  brigade  level.  Yet,  there  are  many  who  are  forceful 
proponents  of  direct  weather  support  at  all  levels  and  types  of  units. 

NO  clear-cut  consensus  has  evolved. 

Because  of  the  known  effects  of  weather  on  the  operational  success 
and  safety  of  aircraft  operations,  the  Arny  focused  too  much  attention 
on  the  use  of  observations  and  forecasts  at  airfields,  unfortunately, 
some  of  the  lessons  learned  in  earlier  wars  have  been  forgotten  or  never 
fully  appreciated. 

Recently,  however,  more  concern  has  been  paid  to  the  effects  that 
weather  plays  ground  operations.  Realizing  that  the  enemy  may  out¬ 
number  him,  the  combat  commander  is  now  looking  for  any  advantage  he  can 
find.  If  his  30  tanks  will  be  opposed  ty  100,  a  force  multic^ier  such 
as  weather  and  its  effect  on  terrain,  trafficability,  and  logistics  may 
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be  used  to  turn  the  battle  to  his  advantage.  When  faced  with  such 
circumstances,  it  becomes  important  for  a  commander  to  use  every  bit  of 
information  available  to  him  to  overcome  the  disadvantage  of  the  numeri¬ 
cal  superiority  of  an  opposing  force. 

The  joint  doctrinal  guidance  to  assist  commanders  in  understanding 
the  AWS  organization,  its  concept  of  weather  support,  and  the  effects  of 
weather  on  his  weapon  Eystems  and  tactical  decisions  is  badly  outdated. 
Field  Manual  (PM)  31-3/AFM  105-4,  Weather  Suyyort  for  Field  Army  Tacti¬ 
cal  Operations  was  written  in  1969.^^  None  of  the  lessons  learned  from 
Vietnam  are  documented.  Although  the  concepts  have  changed  since  the 
Vietnam  War,  no  one  can  stuc^  them;  there's  no  consistent,  standardized 
basis  for  effective  use  of  weather  support.  I  doubt  that  the  outdated 
manual  reflects  a  lack  of  interest  on  the  part  of  either  the  Army  or  Air 
Weather  Service.  It  probably  does  represent  the  difficulty  experienced 
by  them  in  coordinating  an  agreed  doctrine.  It's  a  shame,  however,  that 
Arny  tactical  unit  ccxnmanders  and  their  attached  SWO's  must  rely  on 
their  inexperience  and  undocumented  lessons  of  the  past  to  use  weather 
advice  to  beet  advantage. 

The  organization  of  the  Army  may,  in  pert,  contribute  to  its 
inability  to  use  weather  advice  effectively.  In  the  Army,  weather 
information  is  treated  as  intelligence  data.  Thus,  the  Staff  Weather 
Officer  (SWO)  and  his  team  are  attached  to  the  Intelligence  unit  {Q-2/9~ 
2)  of  the  organization.  Most  of  the  SWO's  assistance  on  weather  mat¬ 
ters,  to  include  advice  on  the  potential  use  of  weather  support  to 
enhance  efficiency  of  combat  operations,  is  filtered  through  the  intel¬ 
ligence  staff.  Direct  contact  between  the  commander  or  his  operations 
staff  and  the  SWO  is  limited.  Cntsequently,  officers  in  the  combat  arms 
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Often  move  into  brigade  or  division  oonunand  with  little  e39)osure  to  the 
value  of  weather  support  or  appreciation  for  the  reciprocal  needs  of  the 
Air  Force  weather  team. 

To  insure  effective  service,  the  Army  must  overcome  its  unwilling¬ 
ness  to  provide  resources  needed  by  the  weatherman.  Because  the  SWO  is 
left  with  the  respc»isibility  to  determine  and  advise  the  Air  Force  of 
the  operational  weather  support  needs  the  stqpported  command,  the  Army 
unit  ocmimemder  is  often  insensitive  to  the  resource  requiremwts  of  his 
weather  team.  This  lack  of  support  by  the  Array  commander  causes  much 
of  the  frustration  to  AWS  and  its  weathermen  attached  to  the  Army. 

Two  key  issues  center  on  communications  circuitry  and  terminal 
equipment  in  tactical  operations  and  logistics  items,  particularly 
vehicles.  Before  proceeding  further,  <»ie  must  understand  that  proper 
communications  is  the  lifeblood  of  a  weather  unit.  Most  weather  infor¬ 
mation  is  perishable.  Luge  quantities  must  be  acquired,  analyzed,  and 
disseminated  quickly.  If  those  data  cannot  be  made  available  in  a 
timely  fashion,  the  weatherman  is  virtually  useless  and  may  as  well  be 
left  home. 

Because  AWS  supports  most  joint  headquarters  and  its  Army  and  Air 
Force  components,  maximum  compatibility  of  equipment  used  for  passing 
weather  information  is  inherent  to  an  effective  exchange  of  weather  data 
between  units.  For  example,  teletype  terminals  at  Army  and  Air  Force 
components  must  presently  receive  data  transmitted  from  a  joint  task 
force  headquarters  at  100  words  per  minute  (wpsO* 

As  noted  earlier,  AR  115-10/105-3  outlines  the  responsibilities  of 
both  Services  with  respect  to  both  communications  and  logistics,  f^peci- 
f ically,  for  tactical  operations  the  Amy  will: 
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1}  Fund  for,  provide,  install,  and  maintain  weather  communi¬ 
cations  circuits  from  tte  DCS  (Defense  Communications  System) 
interface  point  to  tactical  locatimis  where  direct  weather 
service  is  required. 

2)  Fund  for,  provide,  and  install  standard  Army  tactical 
teletype  and  facsimile  equipment  at  tactical  locations. 

3)  Operate  and  maintain  radio-teletype,  multichannel,  and 
other  communications  equipment  in  ei;{3port  of  USAF  weather 
teams. 

4)  Maintain  (except  operator  maintenance)  all  communi»tions 
equipment  used  by  or  in  support  of  USAF  weather  teams.^^ 

Frankly,  the  Army  has  failed  to  meet  its  communications  respon¬ 
sibilities  for  years.  Most  Army  units  have  given  their  weather  teams  an 
FGC-25X  teletype.  It  normally  operates  at  60  %fpm  and  is  inccxnpatible 
with  those  used  in  si^iport  of  joint  and  Air  Force  forces.  By  changing 
gears,  the  FGC-25X  can  be  operated  at  100  wpm  at  risk  of  flying  apart. 
(It  often  does).  The  terminal  equipment  is  not  commonly  used  by  other 
Army  units,  so  finding  maintenance  pe<^le  with  experience  or  who  have 
seen  an  FQC-25X  is  nearly  impossible.  In  fairness  though,  tihe  Aroiy  has 
promised  to  provide  a  100  wpm  unit,  the  UGC-74,  to  the  weather  teams. 

It  is  not  yet  fielded  and  has  some  deficiences,  but  operates  at  speeds 
compatible  with  other  Services. 

Radio-teletype  (RA3T0  is  widely  used  in  tactical  operations  by 
several  unite  as  well  as  the  weather  team.  The  G-2  normally  has 
assigned  one  to  the  SHO,  but  having  one  under  battlefield  conditions  is 
tenuous.  The  SWO's  priority  is  normally  so  low  that  if  a  RATT  is  needed 
by  the  G-2  for  some  other  purpose,  the  (3-2  will  simply  take  the  SHO's. 
It's  happened  often  in  field  exercises.  It  will  surely  happoi  in  war 
unless  the  Army  recognizes  its  ocxnmitmwt  to  and  need  for  timely, 
credible  weather  service. 

In  addition  to  the  teletype,  a  second  piece  of  communications 
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equipmoit  needed  by  the  SNO  is  facsimile.  Forecasts  of  environmental 
oonditicms  over  the  battlefield  are  transmitted  by  o&itralized  forecast 
agencies  via  facsimile  to  the  joint  commander  and  his  components.  Obese 
forecasts  are  tailored  to  the  needs  of  the  combat  unit,  giving  the  Army 
SNO  more  information  in  less  time  than  he  could  generate  ind^iendently. 
Using  facsimile  reduces  the  data  load  on  teletype  and  prevents  circuit 
saturation.  It  also  simplifies  briefing  preparation. 

Unfortunately,  the  Ariny  has  never  recognized  the  requirement  for 
facsimile  eguipmeit.  So,  AWS  has  had  to  circumvent  the  i^stem  by 
taking  Mr  Force  facsimiles  into  a  totally  Amy  communications  environ- 
ment  and  hanging  them  on  Arny  circuits.  *^106  suit”  maintenance 
is,  of  course,  unavailable,  and  ccmimunications  effectiveness  is 
limited. 

Similar  {problems  exist  in  logistics.  Ibe  "Joint  Reg”  calls  for  the 
Arny  to  provide  logistical  support  comparable  with  that  fumi^ed  to 
Army  units  of  similar  size  or  activity.  To  be  provided  on  the  same 
priority  of  the  supported  unit,  su<^  logistics  includes  transportatiei, 
vehicles,  field  and  d^t  maintenance,  fuel,  work  space,  et  al.^^ 

Here  again,  the  priority  of  weather  is  low.  Vehicles  are  always 
subject  to  appropriation  by  other  agencies.  Loss  of  je^,  trucks,  and 
expandable  vans  are  commonplaoe.  if  the  weatherman  is  to  be  a  pert 
the  team  and  be  confident  of  making  a  positive  contribution  to  the 
mission  accomplishment  of  the  Arny  unit  to  which  he  is  atta<d)ed,  he 
needs  the  assets  necessary  to  do  his  job. 

AHS  must  be  careful  not  to  force  the  Amy  into  unnecessary  eiqi&ise, 
however.  AWS  has  identified  31  Mr  National  Guard  Weather  Flints  as 
the  primary  supporting  units  for  Arny  National  Guard  Separate  Brigades. 
Of  the  10  to  12  people  assigned  to  these  Flic^ts,  six  forecasters  and 
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observers  are  designated  in  operati<»is  plans  to  mdailize  and  deploy  with 
their  aligned  brigades.  Itie  renainder  are  tasked  to  si:pport  Mobiliza¬ 
tion  Stations.  Because  of  the  agreements  reached  with  the  Army  and  the 
Natimal  Guard  Bureau,  AWS  expects  the  Army  to  give  each  Weather  Flight 
the  communications  and  logistics  support  needed  to  train  and  perform  its 
wartime  mission,  lhat's  a  reasonable  request  but  difficult  to  fulfill. 

Equipping  31  Weather  Flights  with  vehicles,  personal  equipment,  and 
facilities  will  cost  the  Army  an  exorbitant  amount  of  money.  Naturally, 
there's  been  a  great  deal  of  Army  foot-dragging.  Most  Weather  Flights 
are  ill-prepared  to  live  and  fight  with  the  Arn^  although  their  tecdini- 
cal  capabilities  match  or  exceed  those  of  their  active  duty  counterpart. 

In  an  effort  to  retain  all  of  the  Weather  Flights,  AWS  seems  reluc¬ 
tant  to  consider  alternatives.  Mar^  of  the  Separate  Brigades  will  not 
be  tasked  in  war  {^.ans  as  independent,  maneuver  brigades.  Certain  pre¬ 
designated  brigades  will  serve  as  ^roundout”  brigades  to  active  Army 
divisions.  That  is,  not  all  Separate  Brigades  will  act  s^rately. 
These  roundout  brigades  will  obtain  their  weather  support  through  the 
Division  weather  teams  as  is  curraitly  the  practice.  Cmsequently,  not 
all  Separate  Brigades  require  their  own  direct  weather  support  and 
attached  Weather  Flight.  Therefore,  all  31  Weather  Flights  are  not 
needed  in  wartime.  Reducing  the  number  of  Flints  would  save  the  Arn^ 
millions  of  dollars  in  logistics  csosts  and  save  the  Air  Forex  manpower. 
Somehow  the  parties  can't  reach  agre&nent  on  the  requiremoits. 

After  this  long  litany  of  problems  related  to  weather  8t;Qiport  to 
the  Arnvr  what  of  the  future?  Will  AWS  be  able  to  support  the  Army  in 
future  wars?  Even  if  the  aforementioned  problems  are  resolved,  I'm 
concerned  that  effective  weather  servicx  will  still  be  limited. 


The  heart  of  ny  ocmoem  lies  with  evolving  Army  doctrine  and  the 
difficulty  AKS  will  have  si^jporting  (^rations  which  follow  it.  The 
Arny  is  placing  increasing  emphasis  on  maneuver  on  the  battlefield.  Its 
new  FM  100-5  (draft),  Operations.  *anphasizes  tactical  flexibility, 
speed,  missicxi  orders,  the  initiative  of  subordinates,  and  the  spirit 
of  the  offense."^^  What  the  Arny  sees  as  the  best  way  to  defeat  an 
eneny  compounds  the  combat  support  problems  of  AtfS.  Can  MfS  si^iport 
maneuver  warfare? 

As  noted  earlier,  weather  elements  d^)end  heavily  cx)  communications 
above  and  below  their  own  echel<»i.  Data  depicting  the  weather  para¬ 
meters  beyond  his  visual  range  is  vital  to  the  weatherman.  Further,  the 
SHO  must  be  collocated  with  the  Amy  coimander  to  give  effective  advice. 
In  a  fluid,  highly  mobile  battlefield,  however,  keeping  communications 
lines  open  will  be  extremely  difficult.  Army  doctrinal  (dianges  that 
encourage  initiative  by  oommanders  at  lower  echelons  will  result  in 
tacticed  decisions  being  made  at  those  lower  echelcxts.  Undoubtedly, 
those  oommandere  will  need  direct  weather  support,  but  no  efforts  are 
underwey  to  ensure  they  get  support.  To  the  contrary,  recent  AWS  con¬ 
cepts  appear  to  be  shifting  support  ipward  to  the  Corps  level.  The 
proposal  to  field  AMDS  at  the  Corps,  as  noted  earlier,  is  but  one 
indication  of  that  intent. 

One  might  infer  that  AWS  and  the  Arny  are  rushing  headlong  in  oppo¬ 
site  directi<xis.  We  cannot  deny  that  snrc^lems  exist,  but  positive  steps 
are  being  taken  by  both  Services  to  make  weather  service  responsive  at 
the  critical  decision  points  of  the  Arny.  Air  Weather  Service  has 
assigned  liaison  officers  at  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  (TRADOC) 
headquarters  and  each  of  its  major  schools  to  provide  the  dialogue 
necessary  to  stay  Abreast  of  changing  doctrine  and  requirements.  TRADOC 


has  reciprocated  by  assigning  a  liaiscm  officer  to  Headquarters/  Air 
Weather  Service.  AWS  has  made  major  improvements  in  its  war  planning  by 
including  weather  teams  in  the  stqjported  commands'  Time-Hiased  Force 
Deployment  Lists.  Support  to  CONUS  mobilization  stations,  once  ignored, 
is  now  {^operly  planned.  Further,  weather  teams  are  in  the  field  on 
every  Army  exercise  in  CONUS,  Korea,  Eurqpe,  and  Panama.  Ih^'ve  pro¬ 
vided  weather  advise  to  Army  units  in  Readiness  Command  exercises  and 
Rapid  Deployment  Joint  Task  Force  deploymeits  overseas. 

At  AWS  request,  the  Army  is  addressing  some  of  the  communications 
problems.  Dialogue  between  AWS  and  Army  Communications  Command  began  a 
year  aga  Understanding  the  prdslem  is  the  first  hurdle.  Some  progress 
is  being  made.  As  one  of  the  toughest  problems,  tactical  communications 
warrants  high  level  interest  and  si^iport. 

l!he  communications  channels  are  open  between  the  Army  and  AWS,  but 
both  parties  must  actively  seek  to  improve  the  service  and  its  use. 
Although  problems  abound,  th^  are  not  insurmountable.  Iheir  soluticxis 
reside  with  both  the  Army  and  AWS. 

The  Arm's  foremost  decision  with  respect  to  weather  service  is  to 
decide  if  the  support  is  worth  the  cost.  Generals  Eisenhower  and  Abrams 
apparently  thou^t  so,  but  Army  leadership  tod^  should  analyze  the 
weather  sensitivities  of  its  weapons  systems  and  soldiers.  If  the  Any 
stu<^  Indicates  that  weather  decision-assistance  is  worthwhile,  then 
demand  the  expected  service  from  the  Air  Force.  Don't  be  satisfied  with 
capabilities  designed  to  support  the  Air  Force,  but  expect  the  technical 
competence,  scientific  applications,  and  operational  oonc^s  that  meet 
anticipated  Any  requirements  in  land  combat. 


with  such  valid  demands  goes  re^(»)sibilities,  however.  Ihe  ArnQi^ 
needs  to  make  a  oonscious  decision  to  suqpport  the  attached  AWS  weather 
teams  in  training,  communications,  and  logistics.  It  must  modernize  its 
communications  and  insure  that  the  weather  teams'  circuits  and  terminal 
equipment  are  comparable  to  that  of  the  host  Army  unit.  Required 
vehicles  identified  in  TXS's  must  be  assigned  to  weather  elements  with 
sufficient  priority  to  assure  their  availabilil^  in  the  conduct  of  a 
team's  mission.  It  won't  be  cheap,  but  improved  weather  service  will  be 
available  when  the  Army  needs  it. 

Air  Weather  Service  must  respond  with  creative  thinking.  It  must 
identii^  those  people  who  know  Army  operations  and  manage  those 
personnel  resources  wisely.  AWS  will  have  to  establish  career  incen¬ 
tives  for  those  people  who  have  exhibited  the  potential  to  serve  in  key 
Army  support  positicmis.  Assignments  in  Am^  support  must  become  career 
enhancing  rather  than  career  limiting.  IP  overcome  this  stigma,  wrs 
leadership  will  have  to  reshape  its  attitudes.  It  must  approach  support 
to  the  Army  on  a  oo-etjual  basis  to  that  of  the  Air  Force. 

Be  careful  of  becoming  over-sophisticated.  Over-reliance  on  auto¬ 
matic  and  complex  mathemetics  to  model  the  atmo^ere  could  be  danger¬ 
ous  when  trying  to  support  an  Army  cgaged  in  highly  maneuveredsle  combat 
far  forward  of  reliable,  secure  communications.  Use  that  capability, 
when  available,  but  train  and  exercise  forecasters  in  the  fundamentals 
of  the  meteorological  science.  Devote  resources  to  insure  they  can  "go- 
it-alone,”  if  necessary. 

Air  Weather  Service  periodically  suffers  from  poor  credibility. 
Remember  that  the  key  to  credibility  is  a  correct  observation  or  fore¬ 
cast.  Being  able  to  deploy  quickly,  live  like  the  Aray  lives,  and  give 
articulate  briefings  all  contribute  to  credibility.  But,  the  Army 
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depends  on  an  accurate  product.  Ihat's  idtere  credibility  is  ultimately 
gained  or  lost. 

Therefore,  improve  the  technical  quality  of  the  obeervati(ms  and 
forecasts.  Look  at  the  parameters  that  are  specifically  vital  to  Arny 
operations.  Por  example,  investigate  techniques  to  improve  forecasts  of 
helicopter  icing,  low-level  wind  shear,  effects  on  trafficability,  and 
others.  Perha^  they're  beyond  the  state  of  the  science  or  art,  but 
don't  quit  trying.  The  requirement  is  there;  it's  AMS'  job,  so  devote 
the  energies  artd  money  required  to  solve  the  problems. 

Educate  the  Army.  Instill  in  its  future  commanders  at  all  echelcxis 
the  value  of  weather  and  the  ixq^rtance  it  plays  in  the  conduct  of 
combat  (^rations.  Tell  thear  fVS*  capabilities  and  limitati(x;s.  Be 
honest;  lives  may  be  at  stake.  If  you  don't  have  the  capability  to 
satisfy  an  Arny  requir^ent,  don't  bluff.  Since  you're  the  best  quzdi- 
fied  to  give  weather  advice,  do  your  best  -  -  professionally  and  tech¬ 
nically. 

Finally,  a  plea  to  both  the  Arny  and  Air  Weather  Service.  Quit 
parochialism!  You  must  solve  the  weather  support  problems  jointly.  Get 
smart  in  each  other's  business.  Understand  the  value  of  weather  service 
and  work  together  to  make  it  profitable.  It's  a  force-multif^ier  if 
eqpplied  properly.  We  can  ill-afford  not  to  exploit  it. 
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